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Process for Consideration of Consent Agenda Items:

· All items on the Consent Agenda are action items.  A single vote for the consent agenda passes all items listed on the agenda.  Any senator may request an agenda item be pulled for discussion and held for a separate vote.

· Prior to a vote on the consent agenda, the Chair will open the floor for comment from senators including requests to pull items.

· Once all items to be pulled have been identified, the Chair will call for a vote on the remaining Consent Agenda items.

· Discussion and action on items pulled will be managed individually.

	1.
	Request to Approve the April 22, 2010 Meeting Minutes


	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	Request to Approve the University Administrative Manual Revisions: vetted by the UAM Committee & the Executive Board

Please note that additions are bolded and blue
Deletions are strikethroughs
	Action/Enclosure


	
	a. 2,641 Pre-Employment Certification
b. 
	Action/Enclosure

	
	c. 2,696 University Policy on NSF Two Month Salary Limitation

	Action/Enclosure

	
	d. 5,312 Food Service
	Action/Enclosure


	
	e. 6,515 Ethical Standards in the Conduct of Research
	Action/Enclosure




April 22, 2010 Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Clicker training was conducted prior to the meeting beginning. 

1. Roll Call and Introductions: 

Present: Eric Albers (DHS), Mike Bennett (A & F), Jane Davidson (CLA), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (Ex-officio), Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (Chair-Elect), Jodi Herzik (Prov), Julie Hogan (DHS), Stephen Jenkins (COS), Yanyao Jiang (EN), Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Alex Kumjian (COS), Stephen Lafer (COE), Kami Larsen (SOM), Trudy Larsen for Tom Kozel (SOM), Louis Marvick for Isabelle Favre (CLA), Amy McFarland (SOM), Swatee Naik (COS), Louis Niebur (CLA), Elliott Parker (Chair), Maggie Ressel (LIB), David Ryfe (JO), Janet Sanderson (Pres), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Leah Skladany for Doina Kulick (SOM), Valerie Smith (VPR), Judy Strauss (COB), Lucy Walker (Pres), Jill Wallace (IT), Valerie Weinstein (CLA). 

2. Consent Agenda: 

Alex Kumjian asked that the minutes be pulled from the consent agenda for amendment. The minutes should have stated a 5.9 million dollar amount rather than a 5 million dollar amount and also that a significant portion of funds comes from the state for scholarships and tuition, not a majority of the funds. 

MOTION: To approve the remainder of the consent agenda.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

MOTION: Kumjian/J. Herzik. To amend the minutes to reflect Kumjian’s changes.

NOTE: The recording of the minutes were reviewed and accurately reflected what the President said, so they will not be amended. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

3. Chair’s Report:

Chair Elliott Parker reported that over the last two years the university had lost over $40 million from its budget and over 15% of its eight annual operating budgets. It does not appear that those cuts would be restored and the university’s ability to borrow from reserves was short-term. The NSHE Code allows for Financial Exigency or Curricular Review to manage the severity of these cuts. 

Parker briefly discussed the two options, he also went over the budget amounts for the university. He reported on the Economic Forum and the third round of cuts, the cuts on the administrative side of the house, the Student FTE numbers in relation to university staff. Administrative Faculty positions lost to the cuts have been 24% and academic faculty cuts would be 15%. He reported on the effect of the proposals on both undergraduate and graduate students, as well as undergraduate and graduate degrees. Parker then spoke about how the meeting would be run. 

4. Faculty Comment Session:

Several faculty members spoke during this time:
Richard Mason, Chair of the Accounting Department: Spoke regarding Supply Chain Management and said that he was in support of the Faculty Senate Curricular Review Committee’s (FSCRC) Recommendation along with about 70% of the faculty of the College of Business (COB).
Esmail Zanjani, Chair of Animal Biotechnology said that his job was at risk and that the proposal to eliminate AB was based on several incorrect assumptions. If the proposal was implemented it would do away with a unique research model, always pays it bills and does not cost the university any additional funds. The unit also includes the only animal model for human hemophilia. The synergy of the animal science, rangeland management, and pre-veterinary medicine would be lost as they would be offered among many different groups and departments. 
Nikolaos Zirogiannis, grad student at Resource Economics (RE) who spoke about the firing of 3 faculty members at RE and 5 at AB, he was concerned about the proposals being put forward that include the firing of these professors. 
Ania Panorska from the Statistics Department spoke regarding Provost’s proposal and that it was a shock and incorrect. She spoke about how fortunate the faculty in statistics were and thanked the FRCRC, the college faculty and the senate for supporting them. 
Nik Walters, attorney and resident of Nevada since 1950. He is here to speak on behalf of CABNR, he was shocked that they would consider closing CABNR, and would keep a close eye on any administrator who was a carpetbagger in wolf’s clothes. It appeared that the goal was to eliminate the Department of Agriculture. 
Franco Manca, from the Department of Foreign Languages, and was concerned about the capricious type of judgment used in the process. He is sorry that a number of people do not understand the value of the Italian program and the Italian community is very appreciative of his program. 
LuAnn Nissen, Director of Interior Design, over the last 37 years they have taught hundreds of students and currently has over 100 majors. They have won many awards and completed several community service projects. A Baccalaureate Degree is required to be eligible to be registered in the profession. They are the most cost efficient program on this campus. The elimination of this program would actually cost the university money. Nissen asked that the Senate support this program at UNR.
Dr. Shawn Stoddard, Senior Resource Economist at Truckee Meadows Water Authority, he has a long history with the department and the university. The RE represents a unique talent pool for the water authority and the community, and that it would be a shame to lose that talent especially at this time. 
RonTibben-Lembke, Associate Professor from Supply Chain Management, they are ranked number 12 in the country, this is an important area and our students are in high demand. The legislature specifically mentioned our program to help grow the economy. 
Arthur Chenin, Institutional Research Analyst from Planning Budget and Analysis, spoke for Statistics program, statistics is considered medium cost and brings in more money to the university. Statistics is taught in many different departments and the most logical thing to do would be to have all of the statistic courses taught in the different departments should taught in the Math and Stats Department it would be a greater benefit to the university. 

John Cushman, Department of Biochemistry and sat on the CABNR Review Committee, Agriculture is one of the main education departments in the Nevada Constitution and sets us apart from UNLV and is central to the mission of the university. IT is not subject to the boom and gain cycle of the economy. The short time frame and lack of governance in CR and 50% budget cuts are looming out there and we need to review the process should there be some re-evaluation of which faculty get cut. There would be a loss in grant funding that would offset the salary savings. CABNR is a relatively low cost program.
Tom Quint spoke about the RE department, he has been working with RE to build a graduate curriculum. The expertise in Quantitative Economics is important to this university. The RE faculty have worked with the Math and Stats Department and Economic Department.
Tina Chang, assistant professor in the department of Educational Leadership and one of the underrepresented groups. She is the only person in her sub-specialty area and all of her courses are required for licensure. There is a need for CR to consider the deficiencies that are in our curriculum as well as to eliminate duplication in the College of Education. 

Sachiko St. Jeor, full professor in the Division of Nutrition. Her salary is not 248,000. She volunteered a partial reduction in her salary to save the program. She would like time to present a viable counter proposal to the Provost. She does have some questions about the data in the report. 
Carol Condit, associate dean of academic affairs for CABNR, her job is not a risk. She questions the list handed out by the Provost, all of the colleges except CABNR and COS have pre-majors. How much weight was put towards STFE and the degrees. Some of those with smaller numbers are not being eliminated while AB is being eliminated and has over 200 SFTE. She would like the faculty polled to see if they would prefer furloughs instead of the loss of valuable departments.
Mark Pingle from the department of economics and spoke on behalf of his colleagues in both Statistics and RE. No private sector business would cut profitable units. We are throwing away the wheat with the chaff. These cuts are not efficient or fair, he would be willing to take a salary cut and would rather have across the board cuts rather than lose good faculty. 
Miriella Melara, chair of the Dept of FLL, will lose faculty and 2 programs, and understand that it is about the money and the numbers. Those that cannot negotiate with the means necessary will be excluded and will lose their jobs. 
Michael Taylor, a research assistant professor at RE stated that research is focused on issues that are current in Nevada, and faculty members leverage existing faculty resources to bring in funding to fund soft money faculty. The second proposal cut RE and retaining only a few faculty members will lower the activity of those left and will undermine the funding as the economy improves. 

5. Curricular Review Committee Report & Recommendations

Link to the Report: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/09-10/agenda/Final%20FSCRC%20Report.pdf
Faculty Senate Curricular Review Committee Chair Bill Follette went over the report introduction. 

Discussion: Are we sure that there will be another round in the fall if we don’t meet the target; it appeared that there would be. The committee reached consensus decisions, rather than voting on each proposal. The committee agreed that the recommendations were unanimous

MOTION: E. Herzik/Wallace. To accept the report as published.

ACTION: Passed unanimously.

5.1 Proposal 7.  Placement of certain graduate degrees on hiatus for five years, including the PhD degrees in Anthropology, History and Political Science and the Master’s degrees in Philosophy and Speech and Communications.

Follette would give a brief narrative summary and then would ask for help from the committee in clarifying any answers to questions that might come up. 

The affected departments came forward with alternative ways of meeting those proposals that that saved approximately the target goal. A MOA was reached with the departments and the Provost. This proposal increased their teaching load and instructional funding that went to LOAs reverted to the Provost and the MOAs were signed by the affected departments and the Provost. There was no loss of tenured faculty and the estimated amount was 115,000. 

Committee Recommendation:  

Proposal 7 included putting five CLA graduate degree programs on hiatus for five years.  Four affected departments signed MOAs that allowed the programs to remain active, in most cases by making sacrifices in order to reach the Provost’s budget target.  The FSCRC concurs with the fifth affected department, the CLA Planning Committee, and the CLA faculty in accepting the Provost’s proposal to put the master’s program in Speech Communication on hiatus for five years.

Discussion: The committee was thanked for their hard work. A Committee member stated that this was difficult as there were so many stellar faculty, passionate students, loyal alumni, and an engaged community. 

MOTION: Follette/E. Herzik. To approve the recommendation as published.

ACTION: Passed, 28 approved, 2 abstentions

5.2 Proposal 4. College of Education reorganization and closure of certain specialty programs and degrees

Follette reported on the provost’s proposal and the college response. The original proposal would have saved $ 1,558,000. This alternate proposal would have a loss of 3 Tenure track faculty and 3 staff and a short term budget savings of 1.3 million with a target of 1.558 million which would be achieved through separations and retirements. A report was received from a senator from that college that suggested that not everything that was valued in the goal of the provost’s original proposal was retained. It also suggested the use of existing committees. 
. 

Committee Recommendation:

The Provost signed a Memorandum of Agreement accepting the College’s alternative proposal as a replacement for his own.  In that Agreement, the Provost commended the College for placing value on retaining positions for tenured faculty, and for its creative response to this budget crisis.  

Though no unit wishes to see its number of programs and faculty lines cut, the faculty in the College of Education are to be commended for squarely facing the situation before them and devising an innovative solution.  We recommend acceptance of their proposal. 

Discussion:

Stephen Lafer from COE Colleagues came up with a proposal that was rather amazing in the amount of time given and though he was not necessarily pleased with all of the process, but the college came out better than it went in and kudos for those who put the proposal together. One of his csolleague asked why it was her position that was cut, not sure how those decisions were made, perhaps the process was as transparent as it could have been, but it appeared to still be a bit opaque. Appreciates work that was done and the FSCRC and will ask that the prop be supported by the senate.

Lafer offered the rest of his time to any colleagues who might like to speak there is time left. None chose to speak. 

Senators discussed the transparency of the process and the positions. The positions were not open and were outside of the School Psychology and Marriage and Family Therapy. A committee member remarked that this was one of the easier decisions as there was an MOA approved by the college and the Provost. He also noted that the loss of tenure track faculty also saps the vitality of the programs. There was discussion about the loss of underrepresented groups and concern about how those decisions were made. However the COE sought to protect tenure and most of the tenured faculty were not from underrepresented groups. It was not understood why CABNRs salary savings proposals were rejected but COEs were accepted. Also that for those faculty who were let go should receive fabulous letters of recommendation. There would be implementation issues that would still need to be worked out in this process. 

MOTION: Follette/E. Herzik. To approve the counterproposal as published.

ACTION: Passed, 28 approved, 1 Opposed, 1 Abstention

5.3 Proposal 3. College of Agriculture, Biotechnology and Natural Resources (CABNR) closure and reorganization of remaining units.

Provost Original Proposal:

The Provost proposes to close CABNR and two units (Proposals #1 and #2) while reorganizing the remaining units in order to build larger departments to achieve critical mass, unify range science and two interdisciplinary graduate degrees into one unit, improve compliance for use of animals in research, and create synergies for basic and applied biological and biochemical sciences. The proposal closes CABNR while retaining the Center of Economic Development in some other unit (e.g. Extension of Business Services); moves one position to fill a vacancy in the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences (NRES); converts one-halftime position into a whole position in Sociology to sustain the Applied Statistics Program; moves the Departments of Biochemistry and Molecular Biology, Nutrition, NRES, and the program in pre-veterinary medicine into the College of Science (COS) where they are closely aligned; closes the meat plant and the Main Station Farm; and relocates the Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station (NAES) to the Vice President for Research. The total savings amounted to $4.558 million. In addition to rationale provided in Proposals #1 and #2, this recommendation will result in large savings from administrative costs from operating the meat plant and farm and from the large administration currently operating CABNR.  The number of faculty and staff impacted are:  14 tenured faculty positions, 2 tenure-track faculty positions, and 12 classified positions in addition to 7 persons from the administrative unit. 

The Department and College Response:

· On March 1, the Provost announced his recommendation.

· The CABNR College committee consisting of Department chairs and one individual faculty member from each department meet to discuss the Provost’s recommendation. They worked on a document which the CABNR Dean did not allow to go forward to the Provost. 

· March 25, the NRES Department submitted a response to the CABNR Dean and the Provost. If the department was to be moved to the College of Science.  

· On April 8, the Acting Dean of CABNR submitted an alternative proposal to the Provost, which included a statement from the Departments of Nutrition and the NRES response.  This proposal was presented to the CABNR faculty at this time. Of the 70 of 87 eligible faculty who voted, the Provost’s original proposal was rejected (78% opposed, 14% in favor and 7% abstaining). The faculty also voted to accept the 4/8/10 CABNR alternative by a vote of 53% in favor.
· When presented with the CABNR alternative, the Provost rejected it citing the following reasons:

· The cuts outlined were horizontal in nature and did not focus on programmatic issues.

· They shifted the budget burden to others (e.g. reassigning faculty to UNSOM).

· The budget cuts fell almost $2M short of the target.

· Meanwhile, external stakeholders provided many cogent comments to the Provost via email, letter and in a face-to-face meeting.

· The Provost and CABNR Dean met to discuss retaining a much scaled-down College of Agriculture.

· The Dean and CABNR College committee met again. The Dean presented the Provost’s rejection of the CABNR’s alternative and the requests of the external stakeholders to maintain an agriculture presence at UNR. After discussion, on 4/13/10 they developed a second alternative. Initially, the College Committee did not wish this alternative to go out for a faculty vote. They were encouraged to reconsider this decision by the FSCRC and the document went out for faculty vote. This alternative suggested streamlining administrative costs, reducing operating costs (in IT, NAES remote locations), making the Main Street Farm and the Meat Plant self-supporting, eliminating vacant positions, reducing NAES funding, reorganizing Student Center functions, reducing salary expenses at the Valley Road Field Laboratory, reallocation of 20% FTE for 2 faculty and reorganization of the departments with loss of faculty and staff. These proposed changes amount to $3,986,755 in savings, which falls short of the $4.458 M needed. The difference would be made up by returning future salary savings. 

· On 4/15, the results of the faculty vote (70 out of 87 voted) were tabulated: 31% in favor, 55% opposed and 15% abstaining. Therefore this second alternative was not sent forward to the Provost to determine whether he would accept it as a substitute for his original proposal.

· The FSCRC has considered the original Provost proposal and the alternatives presented by CABNR.

Committee Recommendation:

Provost’s original proposal: This committee recommends rejection of this proposal as there is a substantial need to retain an agriculture presence at UNR.

Alternative Proposal 4/8/10: This committee agrees that this alternative does not meet the goals of the University and rejects this proposal.

Alternative Proposal 4/13/10: This committee has some reservations about the lack of specificity contained within this proposal. While it retains a College of Agriculture, there appears to be insufficient direction as to programmatic (e.g. vertical) cuts. Therefore, this committee rejects this proposal as it is currently written.

Recommendation from FSCRC: This committee recommends that the alternative proposal 4/13/10 be the foundation for further consideration.  There is a substantial need to retain a College of Agriculture at UNR, with a much smaller administration and a tighter focus. This has appeal to constituents, retains critically needed research and education components (especially in rangeland expertise), and maintains Biochemistry, Nutrition and NRES, the pre-vet program and the Center for Economic Development while reducing administrative costs. This would also preserve the Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station. In addition, there exists a strategic opportunity with the potential expansion of the USDA Agricultural Research Service in rangeland activities. We recognize that this plan retains the provost’s intent to save$ 4.55M through the reorganization and downsizing of CABNR and further recognize that this may mean the closure of Animal Biotechnology and Resource Economics.

Because the Provost’s CABNR proposal represents a large portion of the total budget reduction, an extension should be granted to allow for further negotiations based on the 4/13/10 alternative proposal. We recognize that this will result in a shortened timeframe for notification of those tenured faculty members who may be terminated. The FSCRC considers the risk of not allowing further dialogue to outweigh the benefit of the full year notification process. 

Discussion: 

Would this then becoming back to the senate in May for a vote? Parker felt that was the intention. A couple of senators thought that the 3 proposals would be discussed separately. Parker yielded more time to them. Harris turned his time over to Dr. Barry Perryman. 

Dr. Perryman responded that the there was considerable synergy and connectivity with other departments, the university and stakeholders. AB is not costly. The original proposal violated the rules that curricular review was to be conducted, specific faculty were targeted in the proposal. The AB department would have liked the provost to have explored other cost savings such as early retirement or furloughs. They also implored the senate to reject the provost proposal. 

Tom Harris: UNR used to be a place to build a resume. The department now has 4 full professors who are fully engaged with the UNR and the state. The loss of the other department members would reduce the effectiveness of the UCED. They did not understand metrics used. There is a synergy with other departments, the university campus and stakeholders. The number of undergrads in their programs is higher than the national average. Faculty in RE have a 25% contract elsewhere and cannot use the contracted time to teach. 

John Cushman: reject the CABNR proposal. 18% growth rate in students, exceeded the goal of adding 500 freshmen, higher research dollars than many other colleges, such as the COB. 

Maureen Kilkenny reported that she was targeted for elimination and that she was shocked at the idea that the provost criteria and the senate’s criteria being the same. She voted against furloughs and asked the administration to target productivity. A counter proposal was rejected because it saved faculty positions. 

The committee felt that neither the provost proposal nor the alternative proposal were acceptable but that the second alternative (4-13-10) would be a good basis for a starting point and would allow CABNR and the Provost to work out some arrangement.

A statement was made that the 4-13-10 alternate proposal was not supported by the stakeholders. The sense of the committee was that the stakeholders wanted to maintain the identity of the College of Agriculture. 

There was lengthy discussion about separating the recommendation into 3 separate recommendations to work out a new alternate plan that would not close the 2 departments. The dollar amount needed to be reached somehow. A committee member said that until proposal 3 was worked out it would be difficult to make a decision on proposals 1 and 2. 

MOTION: Follette/Jenkins. To approve the committee’s recommendation as published. Parker clarified that the committee’s recommendation was that 3rd alternative be the start of the discussions that not in essence making a final recommendation on this, but that we would be coming back to this. This would include all three proposals. The risk is that we would not be able to give a full years notice. 

Friendly Amendment: Trudy Larsen made a friendly amendment to remove the specific references to the two departments. The friendly amendment was accepted unanimously. 

MOTION: Larsen/Hogan. To accept the committees recommendation without the comments regarding the 2 departments, removing the last sentence in the committee recommendation: (We recognize that this plan retains the provost’s intent to save$ 4.55M through the reorganization and downsizing of CABNR and further recognize that this may mean the closure of Animal Biotechnology and Resource Economics.) and with a deadline to be worked out with the President and Parker.

ACTION: Passed 24 approve, 2 opposed, 4 abstentions

5.6 Proposal 6. Closure of the degree program in Interior Design

Provost Proposal:

Interior Design is a degree program now in the College of Liberal Arts that has been at the university for 37 years.  In 2008-2009 it had 15 graduates and 89 majors.  The program has one tenured faculty member; most courses in the major are taught by individuals working on letter of appointment.  Interior Design courses are not required for any other degree programs at the university, and the program does not contribute to the university’s research mission.  Closing this program and its one faculty position would result in budget savings of $190,000 per year.

Program Response: 

The Interior Design Program objected to the Provost’s curricular review proposal. In its response, the program reported that its own records indicate “over 100 declared majors active in the last two years.”

The planning committee of CLA recommended that the Interior Design Program explore the option of moving to the Extended Studies Program and that all state funding be removed.

Committee Recommendation:

The Interior Design program suggested a possible alternative institutional placement in Extended Studies, the CLA Planning Committee recommended that the program actively investigate this possibility, and the CLA faculty voted in support of this recommendation. In the FSCRC’s analysis, the alternative of moving the Interior Design program to Extended Studies merits thorough consideration.  Such consideration would necessarily include whether the program could be fully self-supporting under a financial model feasible under Extended Studies’ practices and whether a NSHE degree program can be located in Extended Studies.  The program director reports that a similar institutional arrangement has worked successfully at other research universities.  There could be advantages to this placement, since Extended Studies has experience with other programs oriented toward professionals in the region.      

It would be premature to recommend that the Interior Design program be moved to Extended Studies before the thorough consideration described above.  However, the FSCRC does recommend that the program and the Provost explore this possible alternative to program closure.  The FSCRC concurs with the Provost, the CLA Planning Committee, and the CLA faculty in recommending the full removal of state funding for the Interior Design program by June 30, 2011. 

Discussion: 

Jane Davidson: All CLA senators are in favor of the MOAs that were signed by the Provost and Departments.

She then turned her time over to Valerie Weinstein. Weinstein reiterated that this process is designed to eliminate a number of tenured faculty instead of programs. She strongly endorsed the recommendation to move the Interior Design program intact to Extended Studies. Interior Design is an important profession and this is the most cost effective program at the university. LuAnn Nissen said that ID would look forward to the opportunities and challenges to working with Extended Studies. It seems incongruous that the university would choose not to have a degree program as a degree was required by the State Board. It is the only Interior Design program in Nevada. 

Parker clarified the recommendation: It was to explore moving to Extended Studies and to remove all state funding by June 20, 2011.

Jill Wallace said that their instructional designers work closely with Nissen and her LOAs. She felt that once they recover from the damage being done to them they would do well in Extended Studies. 

Follette reported that every program reports the cost effectiveness of their program and they do so in good faith, if in fact Interior Design analysis is correct it should be a good fit with Extended Studies, but these figures are not always accurate. 

Would the students still be able to receive student loans and get their degree?

J. Herzik said that Extended Studies did not have the authority to grant degrees, and asked if upper administration would work with them. 

E. Herzik said that a degree could still be granted through Liberal Arts, and that it should be understood. Overhead and space should remain the same; they should retain the right to their space. Students would take all their other requirements through the university and should have support by the CLA and the University. They would have 1 year to get it organized.

Friendly Amendment to state “support them in exploring the move to Extended Studies” Wallace felt that this was a stronger statement. Second from Louis Niebur

Friendly Amendment did not pass.  The motion stands

Wallace would like it if this motion did not pass to craft E. Herzik’s language into a new motion.

E. Albers asked if the Provost was aware of this coming down the line. Follette said that there is no MOA for this recommendation, but that the Provost was aware of it. 

ACTION: Passed 28 approved, 2 Opposed, 0 abstentions. 

5.7 Closure of the degree programs in Supply Chain Management (SCM)

Provost Proposal:

Supply Chain Management (SCM) is a major within the Managerial Sciences Department of the College of Business offering a specialty B.S. degree. Five tenured and tenure-track faculty are associated with this program, which had the fewest majors (38) and B.S. graduates (12 of 228) in the College in 2008-9 and limited external grant funding. SCM courses are not required by other majors. The proposal is to close the B.S. in SCM and retain 2 of these 5 faculty members in the Managerial Sciences Department to teach operations research courses that would become requirements for a degree in Managerial Sciences. Elimination of the SCM program and three tenured faculty positions would result in budget savings of $486,974 per year. 

Department response:

The response to the proposal was well organized and factual. Among SCM programs, the UNR program is well regarded externally, being ranked 12th overall in the U.S. and 10th in the world for research productivity. The program serves the land-grant mission by connecting effectively and partnering with key logistics industries in the region and state that account for more than one in five jobs in Nevada. One senior SCM faculty member has offered to retire. A report indicated that of 83 faculty members eligible to vote in the College of Business, 37 voted in favor of the Provost’s proposal and were 16 opposed.

Committee Recommendation: 

While the program and its faculty have many significant accomplishments and strengths, it is the committee’s judgment based on information received that the proposal to eliminate the B.S. degree and program in SCM does adhere to the academic planning criteria and standards set forth by the Provost for the curricular review process. The connectedness of the SCM program to the College and University is relatively low, as are enrollments in the major. The progress of students in other majors would not be adversely affected by elimination of this program. The SCM program is unique in the state and one of a small number in the western region. The support of this proposal by 70% of the voting faculty in the College was a significant factor in the committee’s assessment. With great reluctance, the committee supports the proposal of the Provost. There is no question that the College of Business and the University would be weakened by the loss of such a flagship program and accomplished faculty, and the economic development of northern Nevada would be negatively impacted as well. The prestige of the College of Business would suffer locally, nationally and internationally as a result.

Discussion:

Judy Strauss said that it appeared that less than ½ the faculty voted and of those voting the feeling was that it was either this program or perhaps their own programs. The college’s Curricular Review Committee voted 4 to 3 not support the proposal. The program has high quality research productivity and a very high placement rate of their graduates. They have low connectedness to the other programs, but their courses are used as electives for the other programs.  Some senators expressed concern that this would be getting rid of a good program. The program has good international reputation.  SCM did not realize that they could come up with an alternate approach. COB bylaws do not limit voting rights. Many faculty who bring in additional dollars help the university, it seems odd to let those generating extra revenue go. It appeared that there was limited grant money. It has been difficult for COB faculty to raise grant money. 

MOTION: Follette/E. Herzik. To accept the committee’s recommendation as published

ACTION:  failed, 11 approved, 13 opposed 5 abstentions

Was there an option to make an alternate motion? There was discussion that it would be difficult evaluate what these alternatives would be without knowing what the alternatives would look like. Could be similar or could be very different. This vote is information for the Provost and for SCM and would be surprised if they did not realize it. 

MOTION: Larsen. To allow this department or the college the time to develop an alternative plan. She withdrew her motion.

Wallace asked if it could be clarified where that money would have to come from. Follette, said probably a reasonable assumption to have him go back to college. Now short 1.5 million and that 1.5 mil how could that be approached, could be other small programs, could go back to the college, and cannot know that though. A committee member reminded the senate that while they don’t believe that any of these choices are the right thing to do, are they a reasonable thing to do. 

5.8. Closure of degree programs in German Studies, French and Italian (Studies) in the Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures

Provost Proposal: 

The Department of Foreign Languages and Literatures (hereafter FLL) in the College of Liberal Arts offers undergraduate majors in French, German Studies, and Spanish; minors in French, German Studies, Italian Studies, Japanese Studies, and Spanish; and lower-division courses in Chinese.  It also has a master’s degree program in FLL with specialization in French or Spanish.  The department’s baseline state budget includes 17 tenured and tenure-track faculty and 3 lecturers.   Many lower-division sections are taught by contingent lecturers and LOA instructors.  FLL as a whole contributes to the university’s research mission, though individual faculty research productivity varies widely.  

The Provost’s proposal to reorganize the department would retain lower-division courses in each language presently taught but close all degree programs except the BA major and minor in Spanish, the MA FLL specialization in Spanish, and the undergraduate minor in Japanese Studies.  It would close the BA major and minor in French (in 2008-2009: 8 graduates, 64 majors [including double- and triple-majors], n/a minors), the BA major and minor in German Studies (in 2008-2009: 1 graduate, 16 majors and 14 minors), the minor in Italian Studies (in 2008-2009: 27 minors), and the MA specialization in French (no data provided in initial proposal or FLL response).  Closing the degree programs would include cutting the positions of 8 tenured faculty: 4 in French, 3 in German, and 1 in Italian.   Lower-division courses in those languages would be taught by contingent lecturers and LOAs.  The proposal would also cut a .53 classified position in the department.

The proposal notes that the lower-division foreign language courses complement other degree programs (e.g. international business) and prepare students for study abroad.  However, it seriously underestimates the centrality of instruction in foreign languages and literatures at a research university.  All B.A. degrees require at least four semesters of college-level coursework in a language other than English.  Five colleges at UNR offer B.A. degrees: the College of Business Administration, the Reynolds School of Journalism, the College of Science, and the College of Liberal Arts.  The study of literature in its original languages is central to the liberal arts mission of the university, and graduate programs in liberal arts disciplines across the country customarily require at least four college semesters of language and literature coursework, often more.  

Closing French entirely would result in budget savings of $470,000 per year; closing German Studies entirely, $282,000 per year; and closing Italian Studies entirely, $116,000 per year.  These figures would be offset by the contingent instructional funding required to retain lower-division language courses (a point discussed more fully at the end of this report).

Program Response:

FLL objected to the Provost’s curricular review proposal.  FLL did not respond departmentally but rather submitted four separate responses regarding a proposed cut in classified staff and the proposed closure of degree programs in French, German Studies, and Italian Studies.  The response to the proposed cut in classified staff emphasized the size of the department’s instructional staff, which includes numerous contingent instructors (currently 7 lecturers and 20 LOAs).  The response to the proposed closure of Italian Studies emphasized the considerable hard work of the single tenured faculty member in the program and the undeniable cultural significance of Italian literature and language.

The response to the proposed closure of German Studies emphasized the high research productivity of two of three tenured faculty members, their contributions to other instructional programs at the university, and their understanding of their legal rights.  The response to the proposed closure of French demonstrated that the Provost’s initial data regarding the number of French majors and minors was inaccurate and argued that French has been producing an increasing number of majors and minors (and growing more rapidly than Spanish, which the proposal cited as the only FLL degree program producing a significant number of graduates).

While the various responses offered some options for limited short-term savings, the department did not present a strategic response that made serious, long-term concessions toward reaching the Provost’s sizeable budget target. 

Committee Recommendation:

After long consideration, the FSCRS concurs with the Provost, the CLA Planning Committee, and the CLA faculty in recommending the closure of Italian Studies by June 30, 2011.  Regarding German Studies, it concurs with the Provost and the CLA Planning Committee in recommending program closure by June 30, 2011.  Regarding French, it concurs with the CLA Planning Committee and faculty in recommending against program closure.  

The FSCRC understands that one necessary consequence of the recommendation to preserve the French program would be programmatic cuts elsewhere at the university through the next round of curricular review.  It is not our province, but rather the Provost’s, to propose where those cuts would be made.  However, absent a strategic response from the department to this end, we note that instructional economies within FLL could be a first step toward bridging the gap between the initial budget savings sought and the actual savings to occur if the French degree programs and tenured faculty are retained.

Discussion: 

Louis Marvick apologized so far for the things that have taken place so far, the French faculty decided what we say here should pertain exclusively to French. They appreciate that the CLA planning committee and the FSCRC have recognized the strength, the growth and the efficiency of the French Section and that are connected to other areas of the university and community. They have not been more forthcoming with money, because they operate on such a lean budget. They are working diligently to make up the difference and present the proposal to the dean and provost. Every dollar saved is one that does not have to be looked for elsewhere. They will see what they can offer both as an individual language section and as a partner in the department. 

Davidson spoke on behalf of German and Italian: We cannot close down programs in German and Italian, real universities teach foreign languages. We should be adding them not cutting down. The college is not in favor of cutting back on foreign languages.  

A senator asked if the language proposal could be separated out and then voted on separately. Parker responded that if the original motion failed then they could do that. 

MOTION: Follette/E. Herzik. To approve the recommendation as published.

ACTION: motion failed: 12 approve, 15 opposed, 3 abstentions.

MOTION: Kumjian/Davidson. To endorse the committee’s recommendation to keep the French program.

ACTION: Passed. 27 approve, 2 oppose, 1 abstention.

MOTION: Davidson/Marvick. To keep the German Program. 

ACTION: passed, 20 approved, 7 opposed, 3 abstentions.

MOTION: Davidson/Marvick. To support the Italian program.

ACTION: passed, 15 approved, 11 opposed, 4 abstentions. 

5.9 Proposal 9 Closure of the degree programs in Statistics

Provost Proposal:

The Provost acknowledged the importance of statistics for education in all of the natural and social sciences at UNR. He pointed out that introductory statistics is taught in several departments on campus, including Mathematics and Statistics, and suggested that there may be some redundancy in teaching introductory statistics that will be addressed in a follow-up review aimed at providing introductory statistics more effectively and efficiently. The Provost further suggested that enrollments in upper division and graduate classes in statistics are low and that number of graduates with degrees in mathematics with a statistics option is also low. This proposal would save approximately $229,000 and result in the loss of three tenured faculty members in the Department of Mathematics and Statistics.

Committee’s Recommendation
: 

Although there is apparently no viable alternative proposal from COS at this time, we recommend rejection of the Provost’s proposal to close the statistics program in the Department of Mathematics and Statistics. The Department teaches an enormous number of students, statistics is one of the most sought-after options among majors, and the three statisticians have high levels of scholarly productivity and external funding in support of their research. UNR has had a fragmented approach to teaching statistics for decades; if this is to change, as it should, statisticians in the Department of Mathematics and Statistics should be central to the effort to rationalize the teaching of statistics. If anything, when economic conditions improve, the statistics program should be targeted for growth and diversification.

MOTION: Follette/Kumjian. To approve the committee’s recommendation as published.

ACTION: passed, 28 approved, 1 opposed 1 abstention.
5.10 Proposal 10 Closure of the Division of Nutrition in the University of Nevada School of Medicine
The Division of Nutrition, also referred to as the Center for Nutrition and Metabolism, is a small and somewhat isolated unit within the School of Medicine that is claimed to duplicate offerings of the Department of Nutrition in the College of Agriculture, Biotechnology and National Resources. Cost effectiveness is cited as a factor because of the required infrastructure. Closure of the program would eliminate one tenured faculty position and save $248,214 per year in state funds.

Division Response:

The Division counters that it has an applied medical/clinical focus that is distinct from that of the CABNR Department of Nutrition, and that its nutrition program is interdisciplinary. The Division plays a central role in the education of undergraduate and graduate medical students, preparing them for the required nutrition portion of national examinations on which UNSOM students score above the national average. The Division team is inter-disciplinary, has promoted self-learning and developed self-directed Web-based modules for the required first-year graduate class. Despite its small size, the Division has a national reputation and is recognized by professional peers for leadership and innovation in the field. Its research/clinical focus on obesity and diabetes is nationally recognized and the two efforts are synergistic. The record of scholarly output has been consistently solid. The state funding received is highly leveraged in that the Division has on average attracted several times that amount in external grant support during the past five years. The clinic was self-supporting during three of the last four years but is currently operating at a loss.  External research support has declined recently, although proposals are currently under review.

College Response: 

The response of the Division of Nutrition was presented to the UNSOM Budget Committee, which served as its Curricular Review Committee.  A proposal was presented by a senior faculty member of the Division of Nutrition to reduce state salary support from 1.0 to 0.8 FTE. The UNSOM committee did not consider this to be a sufficiently substantive reduction in expenditures. The Division’s research contribution and current grant funding ($412,000) were considered to be relatively low by UNSOM standards, as was the educational impact of program closure. The UNSOM committee agreed unanimously with the proposal for closure and a subsequent vote of the UNSOM faculty resulted in 63 in favor and 54 opposed. 

Committee Recommendation: 

The Division of Nutrition provides instruction and research opportunities to UNSOM, and well as patient care in its clinical practice. It is a high-quality program that has achieved national recognition in research on diabetes and obesity. Its clinical practice is well regarded and subscribed, although is not currently self supporting. The Division has attracted substantial research funding in the past, but that level has fallen recently. It has evolved as a distinct and largely separate unit with UNSOM with a substantial infrastructure that is not considered to be sufficiently cost effective to be sustainable in the current budget scenario. A curricular revision is already under way in UNSOM and a claim was made that the impact of closure of the Division on required nutrition courses would be manageable. While patient services could likely be maintained within UNSOM, the loss of clinicians might be an unintended negative consequence. Closure of the Division of Nutrition would result in a significant loss to the University of prestige, research capability, instruction and clinical practice. The timing may be optimal to explore opportunities for synergy and to encourage collaboration among nutritionists in UNSOM and the CABNR Department of Nutrition. A more cost-efficient organizational structure may be possible that could add breadth, strength and sustainability to the University’s capabilities related to nutrition. The judgment of this committee is that the stated principles and criteria for curricular review were followed and substantiated, and the process observed the appropriate provisions of the NSHE Code and UNR Bylaws. The committee most reluctantly endorses the proposal of the Provost.

MOTION: Follette/E. Herzik. To endorse the proposal of the Provost.

ACTION: passed, 25 approved, 2 opposed, 3 abstentions.

Meeting Adjourned at 6:45 pm


RATIONALE FOR CHANGE:  Revisions were made as a result of an audit in order to bring us into compliance with the BOR Code.  

Pre-Employment Certifications XE "Pre-Employment Certifications" 



2,641

Revised: April 2010
The Code of the Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE) requires that all candidates interviewed for academic and administrative faculty positions execute a Pre-Employment Certification  before they are interviewed [Board of Regents Handbook: Title 2, §5.10.2b].  In addition any candidate hired through a non-search (LOA, grant named, etc.) will be required to complete a Pre-Employment Certification prior to the compliance form being approved.

Any falsification, misrepresentation, or material omission in a candidate’s application  materials or making other false or fraudulent representations in securing employment may be grounds for disqualification of candidacy or (if discovered after the date of hire) invalidation of any employment contract, without recourse or appeal under Title 2, Chapter 6 of the NSHE Code.

The following refers to candidates who disclose information on the Pre-employment Certification form.

Criminal History

1. When a candidate discloses a record of a criminal conviction, the search committee coordinator/chair must forward the form to the Director, Faculty Human Resources.

2. The Director, Faculty Human Resources shall convene a committee of appropriate personnel for the purpose of determining if the conviction is directly related to the job function and if the candidate should be excluded from further consideration.

3. Each case will be considered on its own merits including applicability to the position, seriousness of the offense, recency, and conduct since the offense and other pertinent information.  The appointing authority shall be responsible for making the final decision after considering the recommendations of the Director, Faculty Human Resources.

Nepotism

1. When a candidate discloses employment of relatives on the Pre-employment Certification, the search committee coordinator/chair must forward the form to the Director, Faculty Human Resources.

2. The Director, Faculty Human Resources will review the candidate’s relationship with other employees as it relates to the NSHE nepotism policy.

3. If the hiring of a candidate would violate the nepotism policy, the candidate would be excluded from further consideration for that position.

4. Any information that is disclosed under the Disclosure of the Employment of Relatives section on the pre-employment certification form is public record.



RATIONALE FOR CHANGE:  Language was needed in the UAM in order to link users to the NSF Two Month Salary Limitation policy which is located on the Office of Sponsored Projects website.

University Policy on NSF Two Month Salary Limitation

2,696

Revised: April 2010

It is the policy of the University of Nevada, Reno (UNR) to comply with the National Science Foundation’s (NSF) regulations concerning Senior Project Personnel Salaries & Wages.  This includes the regulation commonly known as the NSF 2 Months Rule.  

Without written NSF approval, any salary paid to UNR employees who are listed as Senior Project Personnel where the total salary paid is greater than 2 months of the employee’s base salary is considered to have exceeded the 2 month rule.  The excessive salary will be considered unallowable and must be repaid to NSF by transferring the charges to a non-sponsored institutional account.  

For additional detail refer to: 

http://www.unr.edu/ospa/website4/content/documents/Policies/UNR_Policy_NSF_2_Months_4_8_10.pdf 


RATIONALE FOR CHANGE:  A minor revision was made in order to update the allowable amount for the use of external vendors from $50 to $100 as approved in the catering contract.    

Food Service XE "Food Service" 





5,312

Revised:   April 2010
The university-contracted food service shall have the exclusive right to provide food service on the university campus with the exception of:

1. Food purchased for a single event through any client account that is less than $100 may be purchased from an outside vendor if preferred.  The client shall indemnify the food services contractor for such purchases as provided for in Section 6.7 of the agreement between the Board of Regents, NSHE and the food services contractor.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, campus policy does not allow outside vendors to make deliveries on campus.

2. Food that is donated and not being resold.

3. Food purchased with personal funds and not being resold.  This exception shall not apply at the Lawlor Events Center and catering sites at the Joe Crowley Student Union.

4. Other specific event exceptions as approved (in advance of event) by the appropriate manager of the affected food service operation and mutually agreeable with the food services contractor.

5. The client reserves the right to sponsor certain social events and other functions that may serve food and beverage, where such events and functions exclude  the food services contractor, provided they meet the following criteria:


a.
No cover or other admission charges.


b.
No cost to the client.


c.
No use of client food service facilities.

d. Approval by the institution's president or his/her designee.

6. In late fall and early spring, not to exceed three times in each semester, the UNR student government may request a dispensation for items purchased at cost or below for special student functions.  These items normally consist of steaks and/or chicken and the purchases are handled by students in the ASUN office directly with outside vendors.

7. All student organizations recognized by either the Associated Students of the University of Nevada (ASUN) or the Graduate Student Association (GSA) are exempt from the exclusivity clause for catering under this contract except for events where alcohol is served.  Such student organizations cannot co-sponsor with other groups so that these groups can avoid the exclusivity clause.

All invoices submitted by the university contracted food service shall be paid within 10 days of the invoice date.  In the event invoices are not paid within 30 days of the invoice date, interest will be charged to the ordering department.


RATIONALE FOR CHANGE:  Revisions were made are as a result of an external audit and include the new federal mandate on Responsible Conduct of Research training.  
Ethical Standards in the Conduct of Research XE "Ethical Standards in the Conduct of Research" 

6,515

Reviewed:  4/30/99 April 2010
This policy shall apply to administrators, faculty, staff, students, and any other persons performing research at the University.

Preamble:
The common goal of all university research and scholarly activity is excellence.  Integrity must be the guiding philosophy of objective inquiry and the pursuit of truth.  The reputation of academic research (and researchers) must be above reproach if the new knowledge it creates is to be valid and the public trust is to be upheld.  Even a single act of fraud in scholarship diminishes the credibility of the University as a whole.

Allegations and proven incidents of fraudulent conduct in research at U.S. universities in recent years have drawn the attention of the public and lawmakers to this issue.  While these incidents have been rare, they have cast doubt upon the intellectual integrity of American universities.  The universities are being called upon to take positive action on the issue of misconduct in science and to adopt policies which deal responsibly with the detection, investigation, and prosecution of fraudulent conduct.

It is a guiding principle in this policy to establish a practice which is responsive, fair, and effective in its approach to scientific misconduct; one which provides for confidentiality in investigating and reporting, and one which provides quick and responsible action if an allegation of misconduct is found to be true.  But it is the overall goal of this policy to establish a practice which does not in any way replace trust with suspicion.

Policy:
Scholarly misconduct can neither be condoned nor tolerated at UNR.  Scholars and researchers bear the primary responsibility for the monitoring and rigorous evaluation of procedures and results of research and other scholarly activities under their supervision.  All members of the university community adhere to the university's strict standards of integrity of academic scholarship and research and must feel ethically obligated to report (in accordance with the procedures set forth in this policy) any fraudulent acts when they are known or are suspected to have occurred.

A.
Rights and Responsibilities of Scholars and Researchers:
1.  Within the framework of the existing policies of the system and the university, including review guidelines, scholars and researchers are free to:

a.  Choose the subject of research or scholarly activity;

b.  Seek the resources necessary to conduct such activity, and to exercise control over those resources;

c.  Initiate and conduct such activity;

d.  Disseminate the results of such activity in an appropriate manner.

2. With the freedom to conduct and manage scholarly activities and research comes the academic responsibility for:

a.  Maintaining professional integrity within and external to the University;

b.  Honoring professional obligations to the University and, when relevant, to external benefactors and funding entities.

B.
Ethical Standards of Performance in Research and Scholarship:
Researchers and scholars shall seek to uphold the following general ethical standards in the performance of their activities:

1.
Project directors must comply with all internal and external requirements for protecting the public, human subjects and project personnel, and for ensuring the welfare of laboratory animals.

2.
To promote and preserve a university climate for creativity and productivity with high ethical standards, scholars and researchers must not fall below accepted professional standards in proposing their activities, carrying them out, and reporting their results.  Primary data must be scrupulously collected and retained.

3.
All participants in scholarly/research activity must avoid both intentional and negligent behavior which may result in violation of the law; dishonesty or fraud; fabrication, falsification, or misrepresentation of data; or plagiarism.

4.
Cooperative efforts require mutual attention to the integrity of the scholarly processes involved.  Joint authorship entails joint responsibility; each author claiming shared credit must be aware of the risk of shared discredit.

5.
Senior scholars and researchers must avoid exploitation of junior colleagues and students.  Claims of credit and co-authorship should reflect actual involvement, responsibility, and effort.

6.
Project directors must be free to manage their sponsored funding to the maximum extent allowed by the funding agency and the rules of the university yet, they must be knowledgeable of and responsive to the demands and requirements of financial responsibility and accountability.

7.
Present or proposed activities or relationships which may present a conflict of interest, affect the objectivity of research or scholarship, give the appearance of being motivated by private financial gain, or involve unacceptable commitments for a scholar/researcher, must be disclosed and approved at the appropriate administrative levels prior to a commitment to or initiation of such activities or relationships.

8. As part of its efforts to promote research integrity, the University provides training in the Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) that covers the following nine instructional areas:

a. Data Acquisition, Management, Sharing and Ownership

b. Conflict of Interest and Commitment

c. Human Subjects

d. Animal Welfare

e. Research Misconduct

f. Publication Practices and Responsible Authorship

g. Mentor/Trainee Responsibilities

h. Peer Review

i. Collaborative Science

The National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Institutes of Health (NIH) require training in the Responsible Conduct of Research (RCR) for certain types of grants.

The NSF requirements apply to all undergraduates, graduate students, and postdoctoral researchers who will be supported by NSF to conduct research. The University will verify that those students (undergraduates and graduates) and postdoctoral researchers who receive NSF funds (support from salary and/or stipends to conduct research on NSF grants) will obtain RCR training. 

NIH policy requires that all trainees, fellows, participants, and scholars receiving support through any NIH training, career development award (individual or institutional), research education grant, and dissertation research grant must receive instruction in responsible conduct of research.  Research faculty will participate in RCR instruction in ways that will foster their role as a mentor.
Definitions:
A.
For the purposes of this policy, the operant definition of "misconduct," "scholarly misconduct," or "scientific misconduct" shall be consistent with the prohibited activities as set forth in Chapter 6 of the Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE) Code and with supplementary definitions which specifically address the requirements of federal agencies.

B. Section 6.2.2 of the NSHE Code cites grounds for instituting disciplinary action against "...members of the community of the System, including but not limited to the faculty and students..."  Specific to this policy is the prohibition against "acts of academic dishonesty, including but not limited to cheating, plagiarism, falsifying research data or results, or assisting others to do the same."

C. Regulation 42 CFR Part 50, Subpart A - Responsibilities of Public Health Service (PHS) Awardee and Applicant Institutions for Dealing With and Reporting Possible Misconduct in Science defines "misconduct" or "misconduct in science" as "...fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other practices that seriously deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the scientific community for proposing, conducting, or reporting research.  It does not include honest error or honest differences in interpretations or judgments of data." [42 CFR 50.102]

D.
Further definitions of acts associated with misconduct in science are to be found in the 1982 Association of American Universities policy statement.  These definitions are:

1. Falsification of data - ranging from fabrication of data to deceptively selective reporting, and including the purposeful omission of conflicting data with the intent to falsify results.

2. Plagiarism - representation of another’s work as one's own.

3. Misappropriation of other's ideas - the unauthorized use of privileged information (such as violation of confidentiality in peer review), however obtained.

E.
Except as stated under Ethical Standards in Section C.1, this policy does not cover other transgressions such as:

1. Material failure to comply with requirements for protection of researchers, human subjects, or the public or for ensuring the welfare of laboratory animals;

2. Intentional misuse of public funds;

3. Failure to meet other material legal requirements governing research.

Allegations and instances of misconduct in these areas are covered by the policies and practices of the applicable committees and/or organizational units responsible for oversight and control.

Procedures for Dealing with Allegations of Misconduct or Violations of Ethical Standards in Research and Scholarship:
Allegations of misconduct shall be dealt with in strict accordance with the provisions of Chapter 6 of the NSHE Code.  Allegations of misconduct in science that involve research or other projects sponsored by agencies of the PHS are specifically addressed in the Preamble of this section.

The following procedural statements incorporate the appropriate sections of the NSHE Code in delineating the university's administrative process for the reporting of allegations of scholarly misconduct; for the fair, swift, and accurate consideration of such allegations; and for initiating the actions recommended after the consideration of allegations is complete.  These statements further incorporate the practices and procedures required under the compliance rules issued by the various federal funding agencies.

A.  Confidentiality:  The maintenance of confidentiality is the guiding principle for this process, to protect both those who make the allegations and those against whom the allegations are made.  As few people as are reasonable shall be involved in the process, and all records dealing with an allegation, its review, and its disposition shall be treated in accordance with Section 6.15 of the NSHE Code.

B.  Reporting of Allegations:  Reports of allegations of scientific misconduct must be filed with the Associate Vice President for Research (the designated university administrative officer in accordance with NSHE Code 6.7.1).  Allegations must be in writing and must contain the elements of information as required in NSHE Code 6.8.1.

C.  Inquiry:  The inquiry is the initial step after an allegation is made.  It is an informal process intended to assess the probable validity of the allegation.  It is performed by the Associate Vice President for Research to whom the allegation was made and in accordance with the provisions of the NSHE Code 6.8.2.

D.  Investigation:  If on the basis of the preliminary findings the Associate Vice President for Research feels a formal investigation should be initiated, the following steps shall be undertaken:


1.
The Associate Vice President for Research recommends to the President that a general or special hearing be held in accordance with the NSHE Code 6.8.2(d).  The President then decides whether to proceed with the recommended hearing in accordance with the NSHE Code 6.8.2(e) & (f).


2.
If the decision is made to proceed with a general or special hearing, the Associate Vice President for Research shall convene the hearing in accordance with the NSHE Code section 6.9.  The Associate Vice President for Research shall also notify the director of Grants and Contracts of the pending action, so that any required notifications to funding agencies may be accomplished.


3.
In the case of a general hearing, a general hearing officer shall be appointed as specified in the NSHE Code 6.10.  In the case of a special hearing, the hearing officer and committee shall be appointed as specified in the NSHE Code 6.12.  For hearings dealing with allegations of misconduct in science, the following special considerations shall be made concerning the selection of the hearing committee.



a.
Care must be taken to ensure that there are no real or apparent conflicts of interest on the part of the committee members.  



b.
In the case of a special hearing, the special hearing committee should include persons having sufficient acquaintance with research and scholarship in the discipline in question so that the allegation may be properly assessed.


4.
When the investigation is conducted by special hearing, all procedures concerning inquiry, findings, disposition, and appeal shall be in strict accordance with the appropriate provisions of Chapter 6 of the NSHE Code.

E.
Appeal:  If the Associate Vice President for Research determines during the inquiry process that evidence of scientific misconduct is insufficient and recommends to the president that a formal investigation is not warranted, the individual who made the allegation may appeal this decision to the president.  Appeals from the decision of the president shall be made in accordance with Section 6.14 of the NSHE Code.

Special Procedures for Dealing with Allegations of Misconduct in Science Relating to Research or Other Projects Sponsored by Agencies of the PHS:

The following procedures apply to allegations of scientific misconduct made against UNR faculty investigators, associates, and other personnel in connection with work on a research or other sponsored project supported by a funding agency of the PHS.

UNR shall comply with the established administrative process for reviewing, investigating, and reporting allegations of misconduct in science as set forth in Chapter 6 of the NSHE Code.  UNR also shall supplement and modify practices and procedures within its authority in order to meet any special requirements set forth in the compliance rules of funding agencies.  The following are summaries of special requirements of 42 CFR Part 50, Subpart A - Responsibility of PHS Awardee and Applicant Institutions for Dealing with and Reporting Possible Misconduct in Science.

A.  Institutional Assurance:  UNR shall submit annually to the PHS Office of Scientific Integrity (OSI):


1.
An assurance of compliance;


2.
Such aggregate information on allegations, inquiries, and investigations as may be prescribed;


3.
A copy of this policy, if requested.

B.
Role of the office of the Associate Vice President for Research:  It is essential that the Associate Vice President for Research be informed immediately upon disclosure of allegations of scientific misconduct if these allegations in any way involve project activities sponsored by a funding agency of the PHS.  The Associate Vice President for Research must initiate an inquiry and determine whether an investigation is warranted.  All allegations and subsequent administrative acts must be adequately documented and maintained for a period of three years.  The Associate Vice President for Research shall also be responsible for coordinating and submitting all notifications and reports required under 42 CFR Part 50, Subpart A.

B.  Specific Requirements for Inquiries, Investigations, and Reporting:  In following its established procedures, UNR shall ensure that the following specific requirements are met:

1.
Immediate inquiry into an allegation or other evidence of possible misconduct and completion of the inquiry within 60 calendar days of its initiation unless circumstances clearly warrant a longer period.  [42 CFR 50.103(d) (1)]

2.  Protecting, to the maximum extent possible, the privacy of those who in good faith report apparent misconduct.  [42 CFR 50.103 (d)(2)]

3.  Affording the affected individual(s) confidential treatment to the maximum extent possible, a prompt and thorough investigation, and an opportunity to comment on allegations and findings of the inquiry and/or the investigation.  [42 CFR 50.103(d) (3)].

4.  Notification of OSI when, on the basis of the initial inquiry, it is determined that an investigation is warranted.  [42 CFR 40.103.(d) (4)]

5.  Notification of OSI within 24 hours of obtaining any reasonable indication of possible criminal violations.  [42 CFR 50.103(d) (5)]

6.  Maintaining for a period of at least 3 years sufficiently detailed information of inquiries to permit a later assessment of the reasons for determining that an investigation was not warranted [42 CFR 50.103 (d) (6)].

7.  Undertaking an investigation within 30 days of the completion of the inquiry, if findings from that inquiry provide sufficient basis for conducting an investigation. [42 CFR 50.103 (d) (7)]

8.  Securing the necessary and appropriate expertise to carry out a thorough and authoritative evaluation of the relevant evidence in an inquiry or investigation. [42 CFR 50.103 (d) (8)]

9.  Taking precautions against real or apparent conflicts of interest on the part of those involved in the inquiry or investigation.  [42 CFR 50.103(d)(9)]

10.  Preparing and maintaining the documentation to substantiate the investigation's findings.  [42 CFR50.103(d) (10)]

11.  Taking interim administrative actions, as appropriate, to protect federal funds and ensure that the purposes of the federal financial assistance are carried out. [42 CFR 50.103(d) (11)]

12.  Keeping the OSI apprised of any developments during the course of the investigation which disclose facts that may affect current or potential funding or that the PHS needs to know to ensure appropriate use of federal funds an otherwise protect the public interest.  [42 CFR 50.103(d) (12)]

13.  Undertaking diligent efforts, as appropriate, to restore the reputations of persons alleged to have engaged in misconduct when allegations are not confirmed, and also undertaking diligent efforts to protect the positions and reputations of those persons who, in good faith, make allegations.  [42 CFR 50.103(d) (13)]

14.  Imposing appropriate sanctions on individuals when an allegation of misconduct has been substantiated.  [42 CFR 50.103 (d) (14)]

15.  Notifying the OSI of the final outcome of the investigation.  [42 CFR 50.103 (d) (15)]

C.  Requirements for Reporting to OSI:

1.  A decision to initiate an investigation must be reported in writing to the director of OSI, on or before the date the investigation begins.  [42 CFR 50.104(a)(1)]

2.  An investigation should ordinarily be completed within 120 days of its initiation.  [42 CFR 50.104(a)(2)]

3.  If an inquiry or investigation is to be terminated for any reason without completing all relevant requirements under 50.103(d), a report of such planned termination, including a description of the reasons for such termination, shall be made to OSI, which will then decide whether further investigation should be undertaken.  [42 CFR 50.104(a) (3)]

4.  The final report submitted to the OSI must describe: [42 CFR 50.104(a) (4)]

a.  The policies and procedures under which the investigation was conducted;

b.  How and from whom information was obtained relevant to the investigation;

c.  The findings and the basis for the findings;

d.  Include the actual text or an accurate summary of the views of any individual(s) found to have engaged in misconduct, as well as a description of any sanctions taken by the institution.

5.  If it is determined that it will not be possible to complete the investigation in 120 days, a written request for extension must be submitted to OSI.  The request must include an explanation for the delay that includes an interim report on the progress to date and an estimate for the date of completion of the report and other necessary steps.  [42 CFR 50.104(a) (5)]

6.  OSI will review the final report to determine whether the investigation has been performed in a timely  manner and with sufficient objectivity, thoroughness, and competence.  OSI may then request clarification or additional information and, if necessary, perform its own investigation.  [42 CFR 50.104(a) (6)]

7.  In addition to sanctions the university may decide to impose, the Department of Health and Human Services may also impose sanctions of its own upon investigators or the university based upon authorities it possesses or may possess.  [42 CFR 50.104(a) (7)]

8.  Prompt notification to the OSI must be made if it is ascertained at any stage of the inquiry or investigation that any of the following conditions exist:  [42 CFR 50.104(b)]

a.  There is an immediate health hazard involved;

b.  There in an immediate need to protect federal funds or equipment;

c.  There is an immediate need to protect the interests of the person(s) making the allegations or of the individual(s) who is the subject of the allegations as well as his/her co-investigators and associates, if any;

d.  It is probable that the alleged incident is going to be reported publicly;

e.  There is reasonable indication of possible criminal violation (see reporting requirement under [42 CFR 50.103(d)(5)]).

Effective Date:
This policy on Ethical Standards in the Conduct of Research shall be effective as of June 1, 1990.
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